


Vol. VI No. 4 Summer 1984 


Creation 
Social Science 
and Humanities 


QUARTERLY 



























Wa — 


ASTIN 


y, it i : 


WESTERING ' 


CREATION SOCIAL SCIENCE 
AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 


The Creation Social Science and Humanities Society (CSSHS) was incorpo- 
rated in Wichita, Kansas, in 1977. The CSSHS is educational, and will promote 
and disseminate information on the implications of the Biblical creation model 
of origins for the social sciences and humanities, with emphasis on the 
development of these disciplines in accordance with the rapidly emerging and 
increasingly well established natural scientific models of Biblical creation. 

The Quarterly Journal is directed toward teachers and students of the social 
sciences and humanities, especially in institutions of higher learning. The 
CSSHS may also publish books, monographs, and other writings, and sponsor 
speakers, seminars, and research projects related to its educational purpose. 

IRS tax-exempt status was granted December 30, 1977. All contributions 
are tax-deductible. 

Voting membership is initially by invitation of the Board of Directors of the 
CSSHS to candidates eligible on the following basis: 

a. persons with at least a baccalaureate degree in the social sciences or 
humanities; or 

b. persons 18 years old or over, who have held office in another creation- 
science organization with beliefs substantially identical with those contained 
in the CSSHS Statement of Belief, for at least one year immediately prior to 
applying for membership in the CSSHS; or who have a commitment to our 
belief and work clearly evidenced by their record of actual involvement. Voting 
membership dues are $12 (foreign, $13 U.S.) per year. 

Sustaining membership is open to those who subscribe to the C.S.S.H.S. 
Statement of Belief. Sustaining membership dues are $12 (foreign, $13 U.S.) 
per year. 

Both voting and sustaining memberships include subscription to the CSSH 
Quarterly, and are reckoned as beginning and ending in September. 

Non-members may subscribe to the CSSH Quarterly at the rate of $14 
(foreign, $15 U.S.) per year. 

Officers: Dr. Paul D. Ackerman, President; Mrs. Diane Powell, Vice- 
President, Mrs. Ellen Myers, Secretary-Treasurer. 

Editor: Dr. Paul D. Ackerman 

Board of Reference: Dr. Duane T. Gish, San Diego, California; Rev. Walter 
Lang, Minneapolis, Minnesota; Dr. Henry M. Morris, San Diego, California; Dr. 
Harold S. Slusher, £/ Paso, Texas; Dr. John C. Whitcomb, Jr., Winona Lake, 
Indiana; Dr. Clifford A. Wilson, Mt. Waverly, Victoria, Australia. 


ISSN 0740-3399 


Cover Art by Cheryl Cammack 
Cheryl Cammack receives her mail at 1546 Lombardy, Houston, TX 77023 


Editorial 


Dear Readers: 


In the Psalms we read that “the earth is full of the goodness of the Lord” 
(33.5), and “the earth is full of thy riches” (104:24). The central theme of the 
present CSSHQ is ecology and environment in biblical perspective. It is very 
easy in this age of ecological concern to begin to think of the earth's food, 
energy and other resources as limited and rapidly depleting. | remember my 
son worrying a few years ago that we adults would use up all of the gasoline 
before he got old enough to drive. As it turned out, and as indeed we should 
have expected in light of biblical revelation regarding the “fatness of the earth” 
(Gen. 27.28), there was no need for alarm; there is ample gas and oil. 

When we are confronted with environmentalist scare tactics and hysteria 
that can make one feel guilty for anything other than crisis or basic necessity 
use of natural resources, we need to consider that our God is not miserly or 
constrained in His creation. As we trust, obey and praise our Lord, we will be 
blessed and the earth shall yield her increase (Psalm 67:6). Whatever scarci- 
ties, famines and depletions occur cannot be blamed upon God in the sense of 
an inadequate creation. Scarcities are the result of sin and lack of faith. 

As is usually the case, the Bible points to a wise and spiritually discerned 
balance — neither the pagan’‘s wasteful “eat, drink and be merry, for tomorrow 
we die” nor the fearful, guilt ridden “taste not, touch not” philosophy of the 
“spaceship earth" generation, but areasoned stewardship and grateful partak- 
ing of God's gracious bounty. Let us strive to hit the mark, and not pay heed to 
the accusing finger of ecological hysteria. 


Paul D. Ackerman 
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LETTERS AND COMMENTS 


Dear Editor: 


The Two-Model Approach: 


3 
Zz 
5 


iL COIENTIPC 


DATA 


z 
o 
zy 
2 
~ 
m 


Sincerely, 
R.G. Elmendorf 
Bairdford, PA 15006 


CSSH Quarterly 
Vol. VI, No. 4 (Summer 1984) 


Dear Editor: 


Thanks to Dr. Paul D. Ackerman for his beautiful editorial in issue Vol. VI, No. 
3, Spring 1984, “not to believe less but to believe more.” There is a book by a 
Dr. Schoneberg Setzer called What’s Left To Believe? (about 19667). | knew 
him personally — he took LSD although he called himself a minister! He went 
into “parapsychology” and was stabbed to death by a patient he was counsel- 
ing. The mysteries of spiritual law. 


Your friend, 

Margaret Stucki, Ph.D. 
2914 Parkwood Drive 
Rogers, Arkansas 72756 


Excerpts from letter to CSSH Quarterly dated March 2, 1984 
Dear Editor: 


Greetings in His matchless Name. | am a college professor teaching geo- 
graphy for the undergraduate students for the past eleven years, and lately 
have become an ardent follower of the Creation Science School. . . . In South 
India, especially in the State of Tamil Nadu, certain believers like me are trying 
to form a state-wide organization, especially among college teachers, for 
which we need a lot of help from your people by way of Creation Science books, 
periodicals and cassettes. We would like to have at least all the “Impact” Series 
from I.C.R., El Cajon, CA 92021 free of cost.. . .Our problem is converting our 
funds into foreign money etc. . . . Hence we would be obliged if your people 
could be kind enough to help us in this regard to serve the cause of our Lordina 
better way in our pagan nation... . Help usin any way you can. All we wantis 
to build a good creation science library for our association. . . . 


Yours in Jesus, 

Robert Inbakaran, M.Phil. 

No.3 ‘D’ Block, Vasanthapuram 
Namakkal, Tamil NAD 

India 637002 


Editor's Note: 

We have written Mr. Inbakaran and sent him a package with creation 
science books (Morris: Scientific Creationism; Parker: Creation: Facts of Life; 
Gish: Evolution — The Fossils Say NO! Morris: Creation — The Cutting Edge, 
which contains all “Impact” numbers of 1978-79). From time to time we 
receive similar calls for help trom abroad (see next letter). Your contributions 
for this purpose are welcome. 


Dear Editor: 
Ihave just received your second letter regarding the renewal of my subscrip- 
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tion to your fine Quarterly. Please excuse my delay, which has been caused by 
the very many activities I'm actually involved in. 

As you well may know, besides being a Baptist minister, I'm an active 
creationist linked to what is called COORDINADORA CREACIONISTA, which is 
a creationist group working both in Spain and South America. As far as | know, 
lam one of the few people who receive your publications, which, as | have 
already said on other occasions, are very helpful to us. Unfortunately the dollar 
in our country has risen enormously and under these circumstances | must cut 
down the matter of subscriptions. | am awfully sorry to say this, but | cannot 
afford to renew my sustaining membership to CSSHS (though | loved to). 

Once again | thank you for your interest and help in all these matters, and | 
remain at your disposal in the service of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. 


Yours in Him, 

Ruben Gomez, Pastor 
Fuente San Juan, 24 
Apartado Correos 131 
JATIVA (Valencia) 
Spain 


Editor's Note: 
We are continuing to send the CSSHQ to Pastor Gomez. 





“Building the Temple” 
(drawing by H.M. Snyder) 


Environmental Problems: 
A Creationist Perspective 


Our Biblical Heritage 
Ralph E. Ancil 


Though man has always impacted the environment, sometimes detrimen- 
tally, it has only been relatively recently, with the coming of industrialization, 
that he has had the capacity to seriously damage the natural order andtodoso 
on a global basis. These environmental concerns include problems of air, 
water and land quality which are vital, not only to continued industrialization 
and a high standard of living, but also to our health and general well-being. 
These issues have been greatly discussed in the various media over the past 
decade and are familiar to most Americans. 

Yet with the rise of such problems has come a search for their causes. One 
cause which has been suggested is man’s attitude to nature and the factors 
which shape this attitude. In looking at Western countries, some researchers 
have concluded that many of the environmentally destructive attitudes have 
been shaped by man’s religious beliefs which are essentially Biblical. They 
believe that the Judeo-Christian ethic implies that nature exists solely to serve 
man, to be dispensed with as he pleases; or that a dichotomy of man vs. nature 
is encouraged. 

In this part of the article, we will examine briefly some aspects of this charge 
and review some pertinent Scriptures to see if the Bible requires or encour- 
ages environmentally destructive attitudes. 


THE BIBLICAL ETHIC ACCUSED 

Since 1967 when Lynn White, Jr.' first proposed that the Biblical heritage 
was the “root” of our ecological crisis, it has been fashionable to blame this 
heritage as the philosophical or attitudinal basis of environmental problems. 
One aspect of this charge which has been especially popular is the Biblical 
command for man to be fruitful and multiply, to have dominion over the earth 
and subdue it. This, it is believed, encourages the view that man can dispose of 
nature as he pleases. However, a number of other writers have shown the 
inadequacy of this view. They demonstrate that the words dominion and 
subdue do not require exploitative interpretations. They have shown that other 
pre-Christian and non-Christian cultures have been environmentally destruc- 
tive. In summarizing one well-known environmentalist’s suspicion of Lynn 
White's claim, Christman? writes: 

“Dubos feels that the pillaging of nature has been a continuous human 

tendency due to a relative ignorance of consequences and valuation of 

immediate advantage over long-range goals. In his views, modern prob- 

lems seem worse simply because there are more of us with more 

powerful tools at our disposal.” 


Ralph E. Ancil receives his mail at 1119 Kimberly Dr. #4, Lansing, MI 48912. 
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Others have shown that even so-called “primitive” cultures which are sup- 
posed to have a reverence for nature inducing sound ecological practices may 
not have had such wholesome attitudes. The Indians of the Pacific Northwest, 
for example, were increasingly “wasteful” of natural goods in times of abun- 
dance. They would engage in a practice called the “‘potlatch,” which involved 
the deliberate destruction of vast amounts of wealth to impress guests. The 
Great Plains Indians, too, had unsound environmental practices. Upon acquir- 
ing the gun and the horse, they frequently killed the buffalo just for the tongue 
and the two strips of back strap?. 

However, in spite of the serious refutations of the White thesis, many 
writers continue to lay the blame for environmentally destructive attitudes at 
the feet of the Judeo-Christian world view. For example, one author‘ in 
considering land planning and zoning, argues that the ethic has much to do 
with the effectiveness of such planning. He therefore cites different “ethics” 
and one of them is 

“The Judeo-Christian ethic (nature exists to serve man).” 

This is as recent as November, 1980. Again, in a recent book on ecology, 
Barbour® et al, (1980) write: 

“Natural settings have generated negative feelings in western (Judeo- 
Christian) societies, . ..” 

Since the distortion of the Christian position still persists, it may be well for 
us to briefly review some Scriptural passages to see just what the Bible writers 
have to say. 


AN EXAMINATION OF SCRIPTURE 
In Genesis chapters one and two it is recorded how God commanded man to 

have dominion over the entire earth. The word “dominion” means to rule. 
Therefore, man was installed as the ruler of the earth. But does this mean he is 
free todo as he pleases? Certainly not, for itis equally clear from Scripture that 
the final authority and ruler is God Himself to whom man is accountable. 
Man’‘s dominion over the earth is limited by God’s dominion over man. Further- 
more, in the Biblical view man is judged by the quality of his actions, not by the 
extent ofthis dominion. Dominion, then, never serves as an excuse for becom- 
ing obsessed with or driven to, the “conquest,” control or callous manipulation 
of nature. 

The word “subdue” usually means to conquer or subjugate and often carries 
a warlike connotation. However, such a definition is inadequate for the perfect 
Edenic conditions under which this command was given. That is, there was 
nothing to conquer or “beat” in any battle since all was perfect and good. 
Initially, there weren't even any other people on earth. So the command to 
subdue could not be meant in this way. Another legitimate definition of the 
word “subdue,” however, simply means to cultivate or till the ground. When 
taken in the rest of the context of the first two chapters of Genesis, this 
becomes even clearer. For example, Gen. 2:5 says: 

“And every plant of the field before it was in the earth, and every herb of 

the field before it grew: for the Lord God had not caused it to rain upon 

the earth, and there was not a man to till the ground.” (KJV) 
The implication here is clearly that when the first man did appear it was 
intended for him to “till the ground.” Indeed, as soon as Adam had been 
formed “God took the man, and put him into the garden of Eden to dress it and 
to keep it.” (Gen. 2:15, KJV). Other translations read that he was to “cultivate 
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it” (NT) or “to work it and take care of it’ (NIV). There is a close connection 
between the commands to subdue and fil/ the earth. By populating the earth it 
would be subdued because as people spread over the earth, they would 
naturally cultivate it. Hence, the word subdue may well have the dual connota- 
tion of cultivate/populate. It was clearly in this context of “‘cultivation” and 
“care” that man was given his divine commission to have “dominion” and 
“subdue.” Man thus received the authority of a steward to rule in his Master's 
house. 


ATTITUDE TOWARD PLANTS AND ANIMALS 

In addition to this general commission, God gave His people many specific 
environmentally sound laws. For example, Leviticus 25:2-5 gives the com- 
mand for the Sabbath where the land was to “rest” every seventh year, to lie 
fallow and restore its nutrients. Again in Deuteronomy 20:19-20, God com- 
mands the Israelites not to damage trees bearing fruit when engaging in 
warfare: this prevents deforestation and conserves soil. In Deuteronomy 22:6, 
they were commanded not to take the dam (female) of the bird nest, but only 
the young. This prevents the population from being seriously diminished while 
still providing man with food. 

In Deuteronomy 25:4 the Israelites were instructed not to muzzle the bull 
when it threshes grain. Clearly, this was an act of kindness, a consideration for 
the well-being of the beast. Again in a more general note Proverbs 12:10 reads: 

“Arighteous man cares for the needs of his animals, but the kindest acts 
of the wicked are cruel.” (NIV) 


ATTITUDE TOWARD NON-LIVING RESOURCES 
The Judeo-Christian perspective includes the view that the material re- 
sources of individuals or nations are blessings from God. Thus in Deuteronomy 
8:13-18, the writer indicates: 
“..and when your herd and flocks grow large and your silver and gold 
increases and all you have is multiplied, then your heart will become 
proud and you will forget the LORD your God ... You may say to 
yourself, “My power and the strength of my hands have produced this 
wealth for me.” But remember the LORD your God, for it is He who gives 
you the ability to produce wealth . . .” (NIV) 
A similar view is given in Isaiah 60:16-17: 
“|, then you will know that I, the LORD, am your Savior, your Redeem- 
er, the Mighty One of Jacob. 
Instead of bronze | will bring you gold, and silver in place of iron. 
Instead of wood | will bring you bronze, and iron in place of stones.” 
(NIV) 
While Godis the ultimate owner and giver of all material resources, man is not 
encouraged to pursue their acquisition. Rather he is to esteem wisdom and 
understanding above gold or silver or material possession: 
“How much better to get wisdom than gold, to choose understanding 
rather than silverl” — Proverbs 16:16 (NIV) 


GOD'S PROVIDENTIAL CARE 
The Judeo-Christian heritage also emphasizes God's providential care and 
concern over His creation. Psalm 65:9 states: 
“You care for the land and water it: you enrich it abundantly. 
The streams of God are filled with water to provide the people with 
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grain, for so you have ordained it.’ (NIV) 
God's care for the earth is a blessing of abundance for His people. Again in 
Psalm 36:6, the psalmist declares: 
“© LORD, you preserve both man and beast.” (NIV) 
And Psalms 145:9, 15-16, reads: 
“The LORD is good to all; he has compassion on all he has made. . . 
The eyes of all look to you, and you give them their food at the proper 
time. 
You open your hand and satisfy the desires of every living thing.” (NIV) 

In Matthew 6:26 and 10:29 (and Luke 12:6-7) we are told how God cares 
even for the birds, how not one of them dies without His knowledge. And the 
writer of Hebrews 1:3 tells us that the whole universe is sustained by the word 
of His power. . 

Finally, Paul tells us that God’s care extends to the point of redeeming all His 
creation: 

“The creation waits in eager expectation for the sons of God to be 
revealed. For the creation was subjected to frustration, not by its own 
choice, but by the will of the one who subjected it, in hope that the 
creation itself will be liberated from its bondage to decay and brought 
into the glorious freedom of the children of God.” (Rom. 8:19-21, NIV) 


SPIRITUALITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION 
We note also a connection between the moral behavior of the people andthe 
quality of their environment. For example, Isaiah 24:5 reads: 
“The earth also is defiled (polluted) under the inhabitants thereof; 
because they have transgressed the laws, changed the ordinance, 
broken the everlasting covenant.” (KJV) 

And again in Leviticus 18:25, 28: 
“Even the land was defiled; so | punished it for its sin, and the land 
vomited outits inhabitants. . . And if you defile the land, it will vomit you 
out as it vomited out the nations that were before you.” (NIV) 

Numbers 35:33, 34 reads: 
“Do not pollute the land where you are. Bloodshed pollutes the land, and 
atonement cannot be made for the land on which blood has been shed, 
except by the blood of the one who shed it. Do not defile the land where 
you live and where | dwelll, for |, the LORD dwell among the Israelites.” 
(NIV) 

Hosea 4:1, 3 states: 
“. .. There is no faithfulness, no love, no acknowledgement of God in 
the land... . . Because of this the land mourns (or dries up), and all who 
live in it waste away; the beasts of the field and the birds of the air and 
the fish of the sea are dying.” (NIV) 

Finally, Jeremiah writes (16:18): 
“| will repay them double for their wickedness and their sin, because 
they have defiled my land with the lifeless forms of their vile images and 
have filled my inheritance with their detestable idols.” (NIV) 

Thus, the Biblical writers indicate a strong linkage between the quality of the 
land and the morality and spiritual condition of those who dwell in it. Spiritual 
pollution resulted in environmental pollution. If there is obedience, there is 
environmental quality; Leviticus 26:3-5, 10 reads: 

“If you follow my decrees and are careful to obey my commands, | will 
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send you rain in its season, and the ground will yield its crops and the 
trees of the field their fruit. Your threshing will continue until grape 
harvest and the grape harvest will continue until planting, and you will 
eat all the food you want and live in safety in your land. . . . You will be 
eating last year’s harvest when you will have to move it out to make 
room for the new.” (NIV) 

In the case of disobedience, the environment would be detrimentally affected 

as indicated in Leviticus 26:16, 19-20: 
“.. . will bring upon you sudden terror, wasting diseases and fever that 
will destroy your sight and drain away your life. You will plant seed in 
vain, because your enemies will eat it. ... | will break down your 
stubborn pride and make the sky above you like iron and the ground 
beneath you like bronze. Your strength will be spent in vain, because 
your soil will not yield its crops, nor will the trees of the land yield their 
fruit.” (NIV) 


SUMMARY 
The charge that the Judeo-Christian heritage is the root of our environmen- 
tal problems has been seriously challenged by a number of writers. In spite of 
these refutations, the notion still persists. Yet a brief review of Scriptural 
passages reveals several points. It shows that 1) the concept of dominion is 
man’s authority to rule but that his authority is contingent upon and limited by 
God's sovereignty (man must answer to God); 2) that God encouraged consid- 
eration of both plants and animals by His people; 3) that the non-living 
resources were blessings from the Almighty who actively sustains His world; 
4) that God himself cares very much for His creation and creatures; 5) that from 
the Biblical perspective there is a strong link between spiritual and environ- 
mental pollution. 
lt is clear that environmentally destructive attitudes are not fostered by any 

Scriptural belief. Indeed, the Bible offers a firm basis for a Creationist philo- 
sophy of ecology and a Christian environmental ethic. The Christian sees in 
creation the attributes of God Himself: 

“For the invisible things of him from the creation of the world are clearly 

seen, being understood by the things that are made, even his eternal 

power and Godhead .. .” (Rom. 1:20, KJV) 
The notion that Jews and Christians were inspired by Scripture to adopt 
environmentally destructive attitudes must be recognized for what itis: a myth 
of the secular, liberal mind. 
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Population, Resources 
and Ecology 
A Bibliographical Essay 


Ellen Myers 


Acareful study of actual ascertainable facts will convince any unprejudiced 
student that we need not accept the “doomsday” alarmism about population, 
resources and ecology dinned into our ears for a decade or so. While the news 
media and would-be global policy-making establishment largely succeeded in 
suppressing this truth, a few books have been published which “tell it like itis,” 
to-wit: there is no “population explosion;” our material resources are unlim- 
ited in the practical, operational sense; the ecology has not been irreparably 
harmed by human pollution; and, finally, under God, people are our “ultimate 
resource” and in the long run more people are good for each other. God's 
creation mandate for man, “Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, 
and subdue it: and have dominion over. . . every living thing that moveth upon 
the earth” (Genesis 1:28) has neither been fulfilled nor has it shown itself to be 
obsolete or false. 

The earliest study available to this reviewer which sought to dispel the 
present fog of Malthusian propaganda is a scholarly work by British agrono- 
mist Colin Clark, Starvation or Plenty? (Taplinger Publishing Co., New York, 
1970, hard cover, 180 pp. incl. recommended book list and index, 1970 price 
$4.95). Dr. Clark was formerly Director of Agricultural Economics at the 
Research Institute of Oxford, and at the time of publication was a Fellow of the 
Econometrics Society. Dr. Clark served as consultant to the governments of 
India and other underdeveloped nations, and to the Vatican and the United 
Nations. The book is filled with important basic facts about nutrition, agricultu- 
ral production, the role of transportation and economics in feeding a popula- 
tion, and with various statistical tables concentrating upon the developing 
countries. Perhaps the most important fact shown by Dr. Clark is the increase 
in agricultural production possible with the use of present maximum effi- 
ciency. Dr. Clark writes: 

The potential agricultural area of the world . . . could provide for the 
consumption. . . of 31.1 billion people. . . This. . .isonthe assumption 
of the general use of agricultural methods already practiced by the 
average farmer in the Netherlands or similar countries, without allowing 
for any further improvements in agricultural technology, for any provi- 
sion of food from the sea, or for any extension of present systems of 
irrigation. (pp. 159-160) 

This book is in no sense visionary or even palpably optimistic but soberly 
factual. It is just for this reason that it deserves to be taken seriously. 

Dr. Francis A. Schaeffer's thoughtful little book, Pollution and the Death of 
Man: The Christian View of Ecology (Tyndale House Publishers, Wheaton, IL 
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1970, pb., 125 pp.) presents a balanced view of Christian stewardship over the 
rest of nature. Dr. Schaeffer, founder of L’Abri Fellowship and author of such 
groundbreaking works of Biblical creation philosophy as How Shall We Then 
Live? and Whatever Happened to the Human Race?, needs no special introduc- 
tion to most of our readers. What is surprising to some in retrospect, perhaps, 
is that Dr. Schaeffer based his view of ecology squarely upon biblical creation 
before the contemporary creationist movement had as yet taken wide hold 
among the public. Here is how he begins the pivotal chapter of his book on 
ecology, appropriately named “The Christian View: Creation: 

The beginning of the Christian view of nature is the concept of 
creation: that God was there before the beginning and God created 
everything out of nothing. From this, we must understand that creation 
is not an extension of the essence of God. Created things have an 
existence in themselves. They are really there. 

Whitehead, Oppenheimer, and others have pointed out that modern 
science was only born out of a surrounding consensus of historic Chris- 
tianity. Why? Because, as Whitehead has emphasized, Christianity 
believes that God has created an external world that is really there and 
because He is a reasonable God, one can expect to be able to find the 


order of the universe by reason. . . . he understands that there would 
never have been modern science without the biblical view of Christian- 
ity. (p. 47) 


From this — belief in biblical creation and the God of biblical creation out of 
nothing — follows not only the birth of modern science but also rejection of 
pantheism and pantheist-monist notions about nature, and loving respect for 
all created things as the precious, wonderful, and really valuable handiwork of 
the personal-infinite God. We have pollution and contempt for our environ- 
ment today because today “(t)he wonder is all gone. Man sits in his autono- 
mous, ‘decreated’ world, where there are no universals and no wonder in 
nature. Indeed, in an arrogant and egoistic way, nature has been reduced to a 
‘thing’ for man to use and exploit.’’ (p. 89) 

Schaeffer adds a warning: 

But! must be clear that | am not loving the tree or whatever is standing in 
front of me, for a pragmatic reason. It will have a pragmatic result, the 
very pragmatic results that the men involved in ecology are looking for. 
But as a Christian | do not do it for the practical or pragmatic results; I do it 
because it is right and because God is the Maker; and then suddenly 
things drop into place. (p. 90) 

The book contains an appendix with articles by Lynn White, Jr. and by 
Richard L. Means. These articles are explicitly blaming supposed arrogance 
anda mechanistic view of nature claimed to be inherent in orthodox Christian- 
ity for the abuse of nature in Western societies. Schaeffer, of course, attempts 
to persuade the authors and those sharing their misconceptions about Chris- 
tianity that truly Biblical creation-based Christianity is neither arrogant nor 
mechanistic about God's creation. 

Perhaps the first book directly and unequivocally tackling the false prophets 
of doom by excessive population from the Biblical creation perspective was 
Rousas John Rushdoony’s The Myth of Over-Population (The Craig Press, 
Nutley, NJ 1971, probably still available through Chalcedon, P.O. Box 158, 
Vallecito, CA 95251; pb., 56 pp. incl. an important Appendix “Biblical Refer- 
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ences to Fertility and Population,” and another Appendix on “The Cultural 
Drop-Outs”). It contains a most informative and concise partial summary of the 
past history of “over-population” relative to local food supplies. The American 
Indians suffered from “‘over-population” in this sense before the coming of the 
white man although “they had the wealth of the Americas at their disposal” 
(p. 2) due to their total dependence upon hunting, a very unstable source for 
food. Fourteen famine crises struck England during the 13th century (p. 3-4), 
one of which lasted for no less than 23 years. 

Rushdoony quotes the following factors cited by Cornelius Walford as par- 
ticularly significant in causing famine: 

1 The prevention of cultivation or the willful destruction of crops; 

2. Defective agriculture caused by communistic control of land; 

3. Governmental interference by regulation or taxation; 

4. Currency restrictions, including debasing the coin. (p. 5) 

The continued dependence of such countries as the Soviet Union upon foreign 
grain production bears this out; “(s)ocialism decreases production and. . . is 
. . .ameans of population control with respect to the productive middle classes 
. .. socialism increases population among the lower classes by means of its 
welfare subsidies . . . A third impact of socialism on population then becomes 
its effort to control and limit population.” (p. 11) 

Rushdoony gives representative quotes from the dire warnings about future 
scarcity, pollution and over-population rampant in the news media in the 
1960s, as well as samples of suggested remedies appalling in scope and 
ruthlessness. All this was going on while the birthrate in the developed 
countries was already declining and while rural areas were emptying into the 
large metropolitan areas, and while per capita food supply in the developing 
countries was in fact steadily rising. 

In addition to the four statist causes for famine cited above Rushdoony lists a 
fifth aspect of population control which 

is the necessary pre-condition to the other four modes of control. This is 
the destruction of Christian orthodoxy, the attack on Biblical faith. . . . 
The elite scientific planners, as the new gods of creation, are increas- 
ingly entrusted with more and more religious authority over man. In the 
new morality, man is the prime experimental animal and is to be used, 
bred, and moved as the elite planners determine. (pp. 37-38) 

A final chapter deals with the supposedly mechanical growth of population 
as though people's underlying values and beliefs were totally irrelevant to 
fertility, productivity and physical well-being. 

In the appendices Rushdoony emphasizes God's creation and law-word as 
the foundation of God's ownership of the earth entailing a “blessed fertility” 
for God's people and a “cursed fertility” for all who reject Him and His 
law-word. He refers to the “cultural drop-out” movements of our day as signs 
of the decline of modern secular humanism. 

As legalized abortion became part of official United States population policy, 
dissemination of factual information about population trends became yet more 
difficult. Thus Dr. Colin Clark's book Population Growth: The Advantages 
(1972), and Robert L. Sassone’s Handbook on Population (1973) were both 
published by Mr. Sassone (900 North Broadway, Santa Ana, CA 92701). In the 
first, Dr. Clark points out the many glaring, factual errors in Paul Ehrlich’s 
bestseller The Population Bomb, and also in the prestigious Club of Rome's 
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widely quoted publication 7he Limits of Growth. Clark and Sassone emphasize 
the wealth of world material resources, buttressed by many statistical data. 
Both also remind the reader of the many advantages and indeed essential 
long-run social need for an increasing and largely young population. Both 
books devote considerable space to a thorough discussion of pollution and the 
ecological environment; numerous examples of pollution cleanup are given, 
and population density is shown to be clearly irrelevant to the much touted but 
all too vague concept of the “quality of life.” The chapter “Population Growth 
and Economic Prosperity” in Clark’s book is particularly well reasoned and 
substantiated. The strength of Sassone’s book is the arrangement of subject 
matter for the convenience of a speaker or debater with relatively little prepara- 
tion time, and the book is a veritable gold mine of easily accessible food and 
industrial resource statistics. , 

James A. Weber's Grow or Die! (Ar\ington House Publishers, New Rochelle, 
NY 1977, hardcover, 255 pp. incl. excellent Notes and Index) is a far more 
comprehensive work than those discussed before, and it draws upon the 
author's thorough research of six years. There is an interesting footnote 
(Chapter 1, 2, p. 217) which cites calculations about population increase since 
the advent of man both for supposed evolutionist assumptions of one million 
years of human history, and for the approximate Biblical creation date of 
human life beginning “with only two people 10,000 years ago.” The author 
shows that only 0.13 percent average annual growth rate would have been 
needed to arrive at our present (1977) world population of 4 billion. On the 
one-million-year evolutionist basis the rate of growth would have been only 
0.0015 percent (fifteen per million), or “exceedingly small.” Creationists — 
and others — should compare this note to the population statistics calculated 
by Dr. Henry Morris in the standard creationist handbook, Scientific Creation- 
ism (1974 hardback edition, pp. 167-169). Here Dr. Morris shows that 

the creation model of human chronology fits the facts very well andis, in 
fact, quite conservative. There is more than enough room in the model to 
allow long periods of time when, because of war or pestilence, the 
population growth rates were far below the required averages. 

The evolution model, on the other hand, with its million-year history of 
man, has to be strained to the breaking point. It is essentially incredible 
that there could have been 25,000 generations of men with a resulting 
population of only 3.5 billion. . . . 

Even if the population were assumed to grow so slowly that it would 
only reach 3.5 billion in a million years, itis still true that at least a total of 
3,000 billion people would have lived and died on the earth in the past 
million years. Therefore, itis incredible that today there would be so little 
fossil or cultural evidence of ancient man preserved as is actually the 
case. (pp. 168-169) 

This point is important when assessing the supposed present “population 
explosion” because standard Malthusian-oriented discussions usually begin 
with a supposed world population growth curve assuming man's long evolu- 
tionary history. 

Weber begins with a good summary and discussion or refutation of the book 
which is the fountainhead of so much error about population trends today, 
Thomas Robert Malthus‘s Essay on the Principle of Population (first edition 
published 1798). “Malthus,” Weber writes, “viewed population growth from 
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the wrong end of the telescope. He believed that population growth is not a 
cause but a result of human betterment. . . It was (the) subsistence level... 
that held back and, in effect, determined the population level.” (p. 16) “How- 
ever,”’ Weber continues, 
the history of the past few centuries constitutes a complete refutation of 
Malthus’ views. There is no way that Malthusian dogma can be used to 
explain the rapid population growth and even more rapid rise in living 
standards that have occurred throughout the world during the past 
several centuries, especially in advanced countries such as the United 
States. (p. 17) 
In fact Malthus used the United States as a principal example to substantiate 
his theory, for here, during Malthus’ lifetime, the population was growing at a 
rate of 3 percent per year and doubling every twenty-five years. Therefore 
Malthus assumed the United States would meet with economic doom. Yet the 
United States not only survived but greatly prospered, although multiplying 
from 4 million two centuries ago to 210 million today. 

Weber points out that Malthus tempered his views in subsequent editions of 
his book, writing in its fifth edition published in 1817: “From a review of the 
state of society in former periods, compared with the present, I should certainly 
say that the evils resulting from the principle of population have rather dimin- 
ished than increased.” (p. 17) Nevertheless, the Malthusian simplistic and 
mechanistic formula, asserting that the “unchecked” human sex drive always 
operates like an instinctive biological force and multiplies people at a geometri- 
cal rate while subsistence increases only at an arithmetical ratio, is essentially 
still the rationale underlying population explosion propaganda. (p. 161) 

What Weber does not say is that the Malthusian formula is part and parcel of 
simplistic and mechanistic Deism and also of impersonal monistic evolution- 
ism (the two are closely related, one leading to the other), and this is why 
Malthusianism still is intuitively acceptable to our own opinion leaders today. 
The Biblical creation perspective on the other hand begins with the personal 
Creator-God Who created man in His own image and likeness as a person, not 
as an instinct- or environment-driven machine, and proclaims that this God 
made man vice-regent, and not subject, of the rest of His creation. This view, 
and this view alone, accounts for man’s mastery of the rest of nature, a 
mastery always evident in recorded history but never more so than with the 
development of modern science which was itself the product of biblical crea- 
tion thought (see discussion of Francis Schaeffer's book above). This view, and 
this view alone, does justice to man’s uniqueness and mode of action. 

Weber's book concentrates on U.S. population growth as he seeks primarily 
to counter the Zero Population Growth propaganda so predominant in the 
United States in the 1970s. All chapters are well written and relevant, but 
probably Chapter 2 on population growth and economic progress, and Chapter 
8 on the ideology of population control are most important. In Chapter 2, Weber 
lists the beneficial results of increasing population as (1) population redistribu- 
tion and thus opening up of frontier areas; (2) creation of new knowledge and 
technology such that while population over the last 250 to 300 years has 
grown at rates up to 2 percent annually, international growth of new scientific 
knowledge grew at an annual, exponential rate of 7 percent (p. 23); (3) an 
absolutely larger number of talented people is produced; (4) interdependence 
of knowledge produces a “snowballing effect’ of new knowledge; (5) creative 
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effort flourishes best in the presence of numerous groups with frequent and 
intensive contact and greater specialization; (6) increasing population means a 
younger population, and this means there is greater openness and awareness 
to potential technological application of new knowledge; (7) population growth 
encourages entrepreneurship by creating expanding markets and discourag- 
ing stagnation; (8) investment errors are minimized; (9) greater savings are 
encouraged by the arrival of children, and thus there is greater investment 
capital; (10) reduced per capita capital requirements (such as for transport 
systems or schools) are due to increasing population; (11) economic flexibility 
is increased, which also increases worker mobility within a country and within 
the world (and a largely young population is able and willing to be mobile); 
(12) there is increased division of labor or “increased economies of scale; 
(13) there is a labor force of higher economic quality and productivity; 
(14) there is not only increased consumer demand, but greater responsive- 
ness to new goods. 

Weber refers to the experience of France, a country with very slow or 
stagnant population growth for well over a century. The French sociologist 
Alfred Sauvy commented that a ‘population without children does not believe 
in the future and can hardly be expected to have the pioneering spirit . . . The 
fewer children the Frenchman had, the less inclined he was to capital venture. 
Peguy called the father of several children the adventurer of modern times, and 
this was no joke.” (p. 26) It is no exaggeration to add that fathers and mothers 
of several children in America today are not only adventurers but unsung 
heroes, defying the ugly pressure of misled public opinion every day. At the 
root of their courage and perseverance one usually finds the desire to “let God 
be true, but every man aliar” in that God's creation mandate to be fruitful and 
multiply and have dominion over the earth is still fully valid today, in that the 
fruit of the womb is His reward (Psalm 127:3), and in that we should unre- 
servedly and literally offer our bodies to our Lord, “which is our reasonable 
service” (Romans 12:1). (As a godly pastor from a family of seventeen children 
put it to this reviewer: “If we persevere, and if our enemies persevere in their 
limitation of children, we shall inherit the earth by sheer numbers!” It was 
meant partially in humor, but think it over.) 

Chapter 8 goes into the ideology of Zero Population Growth advocates. 
Weber makes an excellent case for his view that “the ideology of population 
control is concerned not so much with population as with control.” (p. 190) 
After reading his data which supplement similar material cited by Rushdoony 
(see above), one cannot help but agree with Weber that “(w)hat population 
control boils down to is a blatant and brutal attempt to solve problems not by 
alleviating the conditions that cause them, but by eliminating the people who 
have the problems. . . . But where the state promotes contraception, steriliza- 
tion, abortion, infanticide, and euthanasia on demand or command, we find 
not only fewer people but the depravity of a Nazi Germany or the dissolution of 
society such as in the latter stages of the Roman Empire. For these population 
control ‘tools of the trade‘ are not a medium for increasing human happiness 
but a method of committing national suicide.” (p. 191) 

Lastly, let us turn to the most recently published book on population and 
resources, Julian L. Simon‘s The Ultimate Resource (Princeton University 
Press, Princeton, NJ 1980, hardcover, 415 pp. including excellent Notes, 
Source Notes for Figures, ample bibliography, and an excellent Index). 
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Because this book is the most recent one, is published by a “‘prestige’’ pub- 
lisher, andis undoubtedly the most thoroughly researched to date, it will serve 
as a fine reference for anyone attempting to write on population and resources 
in a balanced manner, and especially for those who already hold to the 
author's explicit optimism (based on the facts) about population and resources. 
Simon‘s work repeats and vastly enlarges upon almost every point made by all 
the books we have discussed earlier, and it does so with an unbelievable 
wealth of quotes, tables and statistics from original sources. We will therefore 
not quote much from this book, despite the fact that we consider it absolute 
“must” reading for informed students of the issues. It is worth, however, to 
quote the following section from Simon’s introduction: 

You may look skeptically at some of the data I give — such as statistics 

showing that world per capita food production and consumption are 

going up, even in poor countries, year by year. You may ask, “But what 
about the evidence that supports what everyone ‘knows’ — that the 
world is headed toward starvation and famine?“ In this case, the simple 
fact is that there are no other data. The data presented here on food are 
UN and U.S. government data, the only data there are. If UN and U.S. 
officals often make statements inconsistent with these data, it is 
because they have not looked at them, or because they are purposely 

disregarding them. (pp. 8-9) 

Two points perhaps only hinted at in earlier books are that (1) immigration 
does not harm a country; ‘‘on balance, immigrants contribute more to the 
economy than they take, in the U.S. and most other places” (p. 6), and (2) both 
foreign and domestic campaigns to reduce fertility and birthrates are heavily 
financed by U.S. taxpayers’ funds, supposedly because this is in the economic 
self-interest of our country. “‘But,”’ Simon points out, “‘no solid economic data 
or analyses underlie this assertion” and “it has not been proven. . . that this 
policy. . . will keep additional poor people off the welfare rolls” (p. 7). Simon’s 
Chapter 21 “The Politics and Finances of Population Control’ presents incon- 
trovertible and copious data showing U.S. tax money financing of such Malthu- 
sian propagandists as Planned Parenthood, AID, and United Nations agencies 
promoting similar goals. 

It is interesting that Simon holds to his views apparently primarily because 
he believes in full individual freedom (to have, or not to have children), as 
evidenced by his explicit belief in “pro-abortion-freedom” (p. 301), and 
because he views “the relevant part of the physical and social universe as open 
for most purposes” (p. 347) whatever that may mean to him. To Christian 
creation believers it would mean that there is our God/Creator/Sustainer 
outside and above the created universe which is in this sense “open.” How- 
ever Simon may understand his “open” universe ultimately (he uses “number 
of variations ultimately produced by biological evolution” as an example of the 
“unlimited resource system” in which he believes), his optimism based on his 
belief may with much greater validity apply to Biblical creationists. For our 
“ultimate resource” is the personal-infinite God Who created all things and 
Whocares for and sustains each and every one of His creatures (and primarily 
us whom He made in His own image) moment by moment. 
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The Biblical Perspective on 
Military Preparedness 
Francis A. Schaeffer 


Copyright by Francis A. Schaeffer, 1982, “The Secular Humanistic World View versus 
the Christian World View and The Biblical Perspectives on Military Preparedness.” A 
speech given at the Mayflower Hotel, Washington, D.C., June 22, 1982. Reprinted with 
permission.” 


The first part of our topic was the secular humanistic world view versus the 
Christian world view, and | have dealt largely with our own country. The 
second half is “The Biblical Perspective on Military Preparedness.” This is 
related to what | have just been speaking about; they are really not two 
divergent subjects at all. You must realize that the Soviet Union and the Soviet 
bloc and all of the Marx-Engels-Lenin Communism — all of it also has at its 
base that the final reality is only material, or energy shaped by pure chance. 
This is the central thing. The economics of Marxianism really is not that which 
is central. It is a dialectical materialism — you have heard the term all your life, | 
am sure. ‘‘Dialectical,”” and then comes the word — “materialism.” In other 
words, the final reality is only material, or energy shaped by chance, exactly the 
same idea that is a plague in our own country under the term of humanism. It 
leads in the Marxist bloc inevitably to a devaluation of human life. As in our 
country, humanism leads to abortion, infanticide, euthanasia, and a loss of 
compassion; this view of final reality does so more totally in the Communist 
bloc because it is tota/ly committed to this view. There is a total emphasis that 
there are no fixed values. Therefore, there is a total emphasis that there is only 
arbitrary law. 

You will notice that we have a parallel here to what is happening in our 
country where this ideology and its effects are not total. In Communist coun- 
tries it has become total. This idea of the final reality has come to its total 
conclusion, so there is no fixed value; there is totally arbitrary law, and there is 
the total loss of the value of the individual person, and only the State has come 
to matter. There is an elite which sets the laws, which says arbitrarily what the 
laws are, and which sets forth these things as arbitrary absolutes. So we findin 
the Soviet bloc a natural direction toward an elite that has more total power in 
an arbitrary fashion than any of the old kings. . . . 

We find that on the basis of their world view, they have a low view of human 
life concerning the individual person. This takes two forms: First, domestic 
oppression, from Lenin onward. . . . You must understand that oppression is 
not an incidental thing in their system. From Lenin onward, oppression was 
logical — on their own population, as an integral part of their system. 

The second result is external and that is international expansion and 
oppression. But | beg you to understand that this is not a fluke of one moment 
of their history. It is also a part of the integral system which they hold. As 
naturally as humanism in our country leads to abortion, infanticide, and 
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euthanasia, in the more total expression in the Soviet system humanism leads 
to internal oppression and external expansion and oppression. . . . 

In the light of this natural expansion and oppression wherever they go, what 
should be our Biblical perspectives on military preparedness? That is the 
second half of our talk for tonight. | would say that from my study of the 
Scripture, not to do what can be done for those in the power of those who 
automatically and logically oppress is nothing less than lack of Christian love. 
This is why! am nota pacifist. /am not a pacifist, because pacifism in this poor 
world in which we live, this lost world, means that we desert the people who 
need our greatest help. As an illustration: |am walking down the street. |see a 
great big burly man that is beating a little tiny tot to death — beating this little 
girl, beating her, beating her. | come up and I plead with him to stop. If he won't 
stop, what does love mean? Love means | stop him in any way | can including, 
quite frankly, hitting him, and to me this is necessary Christian love in a fallen 
world. What about the little girl? If | desert the little girl to the bully, | have 
deserted the true meaning of Christian love, and responsibility to my neighbor. 
And we have in the last war the clearest illustration you could have with 
Hitler's terrorism. That is, there was no possible way to stop that awful terror 
that was occurring in Hitler's Germany except by the use of force. There was 
no way. As far as I'm concerned, this is the necessary outworking of Christian 
love. The worldis an abnormal world, because of the Fall it is not the way God 
meantit tobe. There are lots of things in this world which grieve us, and yet we 

must face them... . 

Unilateral disarmamentin this fallen world, and with the Soviets’ materialis- 
tic, anti-God base, would be totally utopian and romantic and lead, as utopian- 
isms always do ina fallen world, to disaster. Further, it may sound reasonable 
to talk of a freeze at the present level or “we won't ever use atomic weapons 
first,” but thinking it through, either of these equals practical unilateral disar- 
mament. The atomic deterrent is removed and Europe stands at the absolute 
mercy of the overwhelmingly superior Soviet forces. 

The world quite properly looks back to the church in Germany during the 
early days of Hitler's rise and curses it for not doing something when some- 
thing could have been done. ... | do not always agree with the French 
theologian-philosopher, Jacques Ellul, but he certainly is correct when he 
writes in his book, False Presence of the Kingdom: 

. . .it was in 1934 (the occupation of the Ruhr) or in 1935 (the war in 
Abyssinia), that Christians should have foretold the inevitable war 
against Nazism. That was when clarity of vision was essential. After 
1937 it was too late. The fate of the world was already sealed for thirty 
years or more. But in those years the Christians, full of good intentions, 
were thinking only of peace and loudly proclaiming pacifism. In matters 
of that kind, Christians’ good intentions are often disastrous. 

1am convinced that if the Bible-believing people now go along with 
the concept of “peace in our time” under the plausible concern and fear 
of atomic warfare (which we all certainly feel), our children and grand- 
children will curse us quite properly for not doing something at this 
moment to restrain the drift toward the loss of Western Europe and other 
places to the Soviet expansion. {t is not a bare theoretical concept. It 
means more of the world living in the horrible conditions of our brothers 
and sisters under the Soviet Union, with their not only lack of general 
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freedom, but lack of freedom to teach their own children about truth and 
about Christ. | do not want that for my children and my grandchildren... 


In conclusion then. . .: The question comes down to who really is for peace 
and who really is for war. And the conclusion on the base of the Bible's realism 
and in the light of even recent history, is that those who say they are not for 
unilateral disarmament, but whose position equals unilateral disarmament, 
are those who, like Chamberlain (at Munich), will bring war. 


“Editor's Note: 
Part | of this address, “The Secular Humanistic World View versus the 


Christian World View” appeared in Vol. VI, No. 3, (Spring 1984) of the CSSH 
Quarterly. 





“The Law and the Idols” 
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Book Reviews 


The Delicate Creation, by Christopher Derrick. Devin-Adair Co., Publishers. 
One Park Avenue, Old Greenwich, Conn. 06870, 1972, 129 pp., hardback, 
$5.95. 


Have you been under the impression that most evangelical protestants take 
a dim view of protecting the environment? Some people think so and they also 
think that nothing has been written to answer charges by people like lan 
McHarg and Lynn White, Jr. who claimed that Christianity was the main force 
leading to our present environmental crisis." If so, it will come as a pleasant 
surprise to learn of the work and writings of John Klotz who has demonstrated 
that individual creation scientists can have a major part in preserving wild 
areas and correcting gross mistakes in the literature of environmentalism.? 

After reading Klotz, some may then feel that perhaps it is only the evangeli- 
cal and protestant wing of the church that has risen to these same challenges. 
They will be gratified again to discover “The Delicate Creation” (TDC) —a book 
in which a Roman Catholic scholar made sense in the diverse areas of church 
history, theology, apologetics, and environmental preservation. 

On the rear dust jacket of TDC is the statement that“. . . the prime influence 
in his (Derrick’s) life and career have been C.S. Lewis, his tutor at Magdalen 
College, Oxford, and G.K. Chesterton, . . ."’ and this becomes obvious as the 
pungency of logic reminiscent of the former plus the effervescent essay style 
characteristic of the latter are combined by this one author. Derrick has beena 
Visiting Fellow at The Center for Advanced Studies, Wesleyan University, 
Middletown, Connecticut. 

According to Derrick, a group called the Manichaeans long ago began to 
project the evil of mankind onto the created order, instead of explaining it as a 
consequence of “original sin,” a doctrine which this author is not the least bit 
reticent to mention. As a result, the Manichaeans got into trouble with the 
established church and various governments because even though they 
taught absolute purity of life, they manifested a bizarre tolerance for totally 
depraved conduct. As Derrick put it, a Manichaean had to either soar or 
wallow, firmly rejecting the moderate joys of “middle earth.” And these same 
people were at odds with their environment as well because they felt it was 
inherently and totally evil. 

While the Manichaean teachings finally vanished from the stage of Chris- 
tendom, similar ideas have flourished in non-Christian cultures where they 
were not suppressed. And, Derrick adds, in this present century a secularized 
form of the old Manichaean heresy has revived to haunt us. It emanates now 
not from the church but from certain experimental scientists who are likewise 
alienated from their universe — treating nature as a place from which to 
secure artifacts; some dead object to be crassly studied. 

Actually Derrick blames much of what he called ‘“Technomania” on a 
strange quirk of evolutionary logic. At once he seems to identify himself as an 
evolutionist but disavows a type of anti-environmental thought which evolu- 
tionism fosters: 
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“In particular, Christians will need to face the fact that while their 
religion is not in conflict with evolutionary science, it very definitely is in 
conflict with the evolutionary habit of the modern imagination, the idea 
that this universe ‘just growed’ like Topsy, or was made by a half-deified 
‘Evolution’ distinct from God.” 
Derrick seems saddened by the fact that instead of leading to a deep concern 
for nature (as he feels it surely ought), 
“| , evolutionary thought — with its emphasis upon progress — seems 
to have had the converse effect: the thing that got across was not so 
much our continuing unity with the beasts but rather the fact that we 
have left them behind, moving on into the estranged solitude that we 
now find so hard to bear.” p. 55. 
Accordingly, this new Manichaeanism surfaces as a huge blind assault upon 
nature in the name of “progress.” Although Derrick states that the church is 
not without fault, he puts the lion’s share of environmental blame against 
evolutionism. Thus evolutionary modern man stands at odds with nature by 
missing the true meaning of sex and by holding a deep fear of life and birth (p. 
66). 

Unlike so many environmentalists, Derrick does not suggest that we should 
move to Eastern religions and treat Christianity as a scapegoat. Instead, he has 
identified a strange fallacy in the work of those who attribute all environmental 
problems to the Judeo-Christian faith: 

“If Christianity is to take the blame for the destructive excesses of 
modern technomania, it must also deserve whatever credit is due to the 
earlier and the more beneficent achievements of a scientific and techno- 
logical culture. But this credit was never given: until recently, it was the 
fashion to sneer loftily at the Christians — and at the Catholics in 
particular — for their obscurantism in connection with technology and 
industrial development, their lack of interest in man’s conquest of 
Nature.” p. 75. 
Itis obvious then that if Christianity was to blame for the environmental chaos 
attending certain technological advances, it must also reap the credit for 
“modern science” in general — but its detractors will not do the latter! Instead 
they have asserted that: 
“Christianity was the opium of the people, offering fantasies of ‘pie-in- 
the-sky’ and thus distracting men from the immediate challenge and 
task of building a technological New Jerusalem here upon earth. . .” 
p. 75. 
And thus arises the illogical situation in which Christianity has been blamed 
for the resulting crisis but denied the praise for science’s obvious benefits. 

The old, religious Manichaeanism was a pattern of flight in which the evils of 
nature were to be shunned, but the new, almost naturalistic, Manichaeanism 
took a stance of fight whereby technological modern man attempts to conquer 
the world, even the universe. 

Both of these approaches, suggests the author, should give way toa “cosmic 
piety” in which man cuts back his demands on the environment and begins to 
tespect God's handiwork. In this scheme man is a life tenant and steward on 
earth, not a freeholder. 

“All the evidence suggests that apart from the single question of medi- 
cine, we would be much happier in a much simpler kind of society, 
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technological up to a point but cautiously, resolute in subordination of 

technical means to real human ends.” p. 85. 

Ignoring sin, modern man has sought solution through penal reform, sex 
education, research, and the like. Derrick asserts that: 

“* . .modern man puts a quite unrealistic amount of faith in the process 

of education, dedicating huge resources to the highly questionable 

proposition that it is an automatically good thing for anybody to be in any 

kind of classroom or lecture-room at any time for any kind of purpose, 
and to the further proposition that mere research — the acquisition of 

further knowledge — is a prime and most urgent task.” pp. 63-3. 

On the contrary, the author affirms that: 
**. . .the root of our troubles lies in sin, in the misuse of free will: the only 
remedy, the only hope lies in repentance and salvation by the blood of 
Christ. . . Modern man is curiously reluctant to diagnose his troubles in 
terms of sin, despite the manifest wickedness that fills his newspapers 
soe” fs G2, 

Like any pioneering work, TDC has some flaws. It contains certain pro- 
foundly Roman Catholic passages which narrow the effectiveness of this 
volume. Author Christopher Derrick’s conservative catholicism shows in his 
reverence for the eucharist and Mariology (p. 69) and his apparent dismay with 
certain revisionist trends in Catholic circles (pp. 67-68). Hopefully interested 
non-Catholic readers can overlook this strongly sectarian emphasis. Derrick 
shows discernment, however, by referring to Teilhard de Chardin as“. . . that 
great Gnostic visionary.” p. 61. 

In TDC and to some extent in Dr. Klotz’ writings, the interface between 
Christian environmentalism and eschatology is ignored. One wonders how to 
integrate effectively the fact that the elements shall melt with fervent heat with 
the concept that redeemed mankind should have tender loving care for God's 
handiwork here and now. How do we amalgamate the knowledge that the 
“old” heaven and earth will be destroyed with our obvious responsibility to 
protect the Designer's interests in this present world? Perhaps these matters 
will find extensive treatment in the works of other concerned Christian 
environmentalists. 

While Derrick directly criticizes the environmental consequences of evolu- 
tionism, he might have gone further to show that if evolutionism were fully 
conceived, it would lead logically to the neglect of “vanishing species” as 
follows: (1) Manis a product of evolution in the evolutionary view and also he is 
one of the forces in the environment of other organisms. (2) Evolutionists 
further believe that the environmental pressures exerted on any evolving 
organism foster adaptation through the selection of appropriate mutations. 
(3) If so, we ought to congratulate man for his wanton activities which actually 
steepen the environmental pressure gradient and help eliminate “non-fit” 
organisms, hastening the ultimate onworking of evolution! Fortunately, evolu- 
tionists reject these strange consequences of their own view but, less fortu- 
nately, they cling with tenacity to the ideological source of such illogic. 

The present volume, however, goes a long way toward accomplishing two 
important goals — 1) dispensing with the myth that Christianity alone caused 
abuse of the environment and 2) exposing an evolutionary cause of the chaos 
—a revived Manichaeanism. Twelve years after its publication, “7he Delicate 
Creation” deserves a new and wider reading. 
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— Reviewed by George F. Howe 
Professor and Chairman 
Divisidn of Natural Science and Mathematics 
Los Angeles Baptist College 
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' See Design with Nature, lan L. McHarg, Natural History Press, New York 
City, N.Y., 1969, p. 26, and “The Historical Roots of our Ecological Crisis,” 
Science 155 (1967): 1203-1207. 

2 See Ecology Crisis: God's Creation & Man‘s Pollution, Concordia Publishing 
House, St. Louis, Missouri, 1971, and “Creationism and Our Ecological 
Crisis” same author, Creation Research Society Quarterly 8(1): 13-15, 
June, 1971. 


Manipulated Science: The Crisis of Science and Scientists in the Soviet 
Union Today, by Mark Popovsky. Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, 
Inc., 1979. xiii, 244 pp. incl. Notes and Afterword about the Author; trans- 
lated by Paul S. Falla. Hardcover, $10.95. 

Mark Popovsky was well-known in the Soviet Union as a writer and lecturer 
about popular science. He knew most of the leading Soviet scientists and had 
access to special archives and private papers in leading Soviet research 
institutes. He gradually became a “dissident” who wrote books without hopes 
of publishing them in Russia. Eventually he emigrated to the West (in 1977) 
and now lives in New York. Since he was born after the Communist system 
was already established in Russia, his views have been formulated in our own 
generation which they mirror both in their initial pro-Soviet materialism, and 
also in their subsequent spiritual awakening. While Popovsky carefully avoids 
autobiographical data in his story (which after all is not another emigre’s 
odyssey but a report about the status of Soviet scientific research), there are 
indications of the strong probability that Popovsky, like Alexander Solzhenit- 
syn, is now a dedicated Russian Orthodox Christian believer. For example, 
Popovsky writes already in his introduction: 

Another hero of mine, Valentin Voyno-Yasenetsky (1877-1961), a bril- 
liant surgeon and pioneer of the surgery of sepsis, took holy orders 
during the Soviet period and became a bishop under the name of Luke. 
He spent twelve years in prison and exile simply because he refused to 
give up his faith or to abandon the pursuit of science. (xii) 

There is an inspiring photograph of this extraordinary man (102), which is 

accompanied by the following remarks complementing the above: “For forty 

years he was a bishop of the Russian Orthodox Church, and for the monograph 

‘Essays on Suppurative Surgery’ (1946) he was awarded the Stalin Prize... .A 

unique figure in Soviet science . . .” 

Popovsky began to travel about Russia trying to awaken his compatriots by 
lectures on “ethics in science." His last lecture was given in April 1975, when 
he looked at his young audience and 

. did not see a single lively pair of eyes . . . Nor could | arouse any 
interest by talking about the moral aspects of a scientist's behavior. . .A 
candidate of sciences, in his thirties . . . said in an angry tone: “Moral 
laws can’t be the same for everyone. What is moral for one present-day 
society may be immoral for another. Morality must be measured by 


23 


social standards. The kind you have been preaching has something 
one-sided about it. You aren't by any chance trying to sell us Christian 
morality, are you?” (211-212) 

The final chapter of the book is entitled “The Unsubmissive Ones." Popovsky 
states that there is no single program or party uniting all “dissidents” in the 
Soviet Union; on the contrary, “their views diverged to a remarkable extent.” 
(222) Some wish to “compel the Soviet authorities to observe the laws and to 
liberalize political institutions and social conditions.” (ibid.) Others want “‘to 
help individuals at once, independently of the social situation.” (ibid.) Lastly, 

. . .there isa third line of resistance, represented by those whose efforts 
at reform are based on religious feeling. The linguist Tatyana Ser- 
geyevna Khodorovich says: “To people languishing in prison cells and 
camp barracks, the most frightful thing is the thought that people out- 
side have forgotten them. It is our duty to assure these unfortunates that 
they are not alone. We tell the whole world about them, we encourage 
them as best we can, and moral support of this kind can be more 
important to them than food parcels.” (222-223) 
Popovsky then writes at some length about the slow and largely secret “‘reli- 
gious awakening” (224) among Russian scientists and intellectuals which 
began in the 1950s. He names believing Christians among the scientists and 
“many professors,” and states that the fact that “religious faith was not extinct 
among Western intellectuals in the age of the scientific revolution . .. was a 
revelation to people living behind the Iron Curtain.” (223-224) He describes 
group meetings where Christianity was discussed. Even the following witness 
was made: 
A mathematician who is a corresponding member of the Academy of 
Sciences writes a speech, widely circulated in samizdat (privately, from 
individual to individual), on the theme that mathematics by its very 
existence bears witness to God. A linguist and psychologist submits a 
work to the Institute of Information arguing that the world can only be 
understood on the assumption that it possesses an internal order, since 
otherwise we would not be justified in extrapolating from previous 
observations or expecting situations to repeat themselves. Scientific 
experience shows that the world does in fact possess an internal order, 
an intelligible unity, and a logical principle of development; and, the 
writer argues, this illustrates the need to combine scientific thinking and 
religious faith. (226) 
Popovsky reports that “many young intellectuals including scientists became 
practicing and believing members of the Orthodox Church” in the 1970s (226). 
“|. . converts were mostly aged between twenty-five and thirty, while those 
between forty and sixty were usually indifferent to religion. This clearly refutes 
what used to be the widespread idea that religion is a defensive mechanism of 
old people who are afraid of death.” (ibid.) 

Almost the final statement (with only one more paragraph following) in 
Popovsky’s report is his summing-up of a questionnaire about religious belief 
which he circulated among a small number of scientists in a few major cities. 
Despite the admittedly small size of his sample, he concludes that religion is 
gaining ground, andis perceived to be of benefit by “the generation aged thirty 
—the age of Christ at the fulfillment of his mission, and the age at which they 
themselves are entering on their most productive period.” (234) 
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The great bulk of Manipulated Science, of course, deals not with the handful 
of Christian believers among Soviet scientists, but rather with the goals, 
methods and effects of the Soviet manipulative and deadening system. The 
system began with Lenin himself who initiated and maintained a policy of 
terror and contempt against “the intellectual lackeys of capital, who imagine 
they are the brains of the nation. Actually, they are not the brains, but shit.” 
(8; Popovsky cites a letter from Lenin to Maxim Gorky written on September 
15, 1919 — see Note 13, p. 235.) No matter what their pre-revolutionary 
political sympathies might have been — and numerous intellectuals wel- 
comed the Bolshevik revolution — they were systematically starved, deprived 
of work, and often directly terrorized by the secret police, tortured and shot. 
“Here the object was not so much to eliminate the most unruly as to crush, 
frighten, and demoralize the scientific community as a whole.” (11) Informing 
upon colleagues, students and teachers was encouraged, as it continues to be 
to this day. 

After thus eliminating most intellectuals and scientists of repute at the time 
of the Communist takeover, new prospective scientists were enrolled en 
masse from the ranks of the proletariat; “(s)carcely any students were admitted 
from the families of intellectuals, doctors, teachers, engineers, or white-collar 
workers of any kind.” (17) From the beginning political attitudes have been the 
single most important factor in the recruitment and advancement of Soviet 
scientists. The result, of course, has beena scientific establishment extremely 
short on ability and creativity, and extremely long on mediocrity or outright 
incompetency garnished with party loyalty. Popovsky points out that “the 
divorce from true science has turned them (the party faithful in the scientific 
establishment) into eunuchs incapable of creative effort.’’ (30) This is also true 
for those people who start out with talent and diligence, and even with the 
idealistic desire to give their all for the advancement of science — when “their 
all” includes stabbing a colleague in the back by spying on him, writing articles 
and theses to be passed off as the work of their institute's director, or keeping 
silent about the harmful effects of research or products under their observa- 
tion. Thus “‘(i)n Russia it is the most gifted and creative researchers who feel 
the weight of oppression most heavily.” (50) 

Another aspect of Soviet “science” is the use of secrecy. One example cited 
by Popovsky is the case of Georgi Boshyan, an Armenian veterinarian who 
claimed that he had discovered new laws of biology by which — shades of 
Richard Goldschmidt’s and Stephen Jay Gould's theories of saltative evolu- 
tion! — “microbes break up into viruses and viruses can generate microbes. . . 
microbes could even turn into crystals and back again into living creatures.” 
(79) Abook Boshyan wrote about his purported findings was widely circulated, 
but his actual research was classified. For three years another researcher, V.D. 
Timakov, tried to check Boshyan’‘s experiments, but in vain, while “the press 
was trumpeting the new victory of Soviet science.” (80) When Timakov was 
eventually allowed to look into Boshyan’s microscope, he found that “the 
preparations. . . consisted of nothing but specks of dirt." (ibid.) The secrecy had 
simply protected research in line with Soviet philosophy. Popovsky adds that 
this “was also the period of the equally mythical successes of O.B. Lepeshins- 
kaya, who discovered a living substance, and of (Trofim) Lysenko’s triumphant 
‘agrobiology.’ “(It all happened in the late 1940s and early 1950s.) Of course, in 
view of Communism’s dependence upon a Darwinist-type random chance 
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evolutionism all three pseudo-biological theories — Boshyan’s instability of 
species/kinds, Lepeshinskaya’s “living substance” providing a way to explain 
the origin of life, and Lysenko’s environmental evolutionism — were bound to 
be welcomed with open arms and to be supported as long as possible. Some- 
times secrecy is enjoined by the Soviet government for far less weighty 
reasons, such as some official's ability to increase his own rank, prestige and 
salary. Popovsky describes one hilarious instance of secrecy, where two Soviet 
research institutes pursued the identical line of “research” — translation of 
American magazine articles on earlier research done in America — ending 
abruptly when this research was publicly declared obsolete in America (76ff). 

The system is, of course, far behind non-Soviet scientific research. Popovsky 
writes: 

What with bureaucratization, serf-labor methods, and the general dearth 

of equipment, the five thousand Soviet research institutions are, on the 
average, about as efficient as Denis Papin’s seventeenth-century pres- 
sure cooker. . . . Abel Gezevich Aganbegyan (born 1932), an academi- 
cian and director of the Institute of Economics and Industrial Organiza- 
tion at Novosibirsk, was once asked whether the USSR could overtake 
the United States in science and economic development. He replied that 
if that should ever happen, the Soviet Union would have to stop and let 
the United States get ahead again, since if we did not have the Ameri- 
cans in front of us we would not know which way to go. In Aganbegyan’s 
opinion, the achievements of Soviet science are usually a function of 
those of the United States: as presently constituted, Russia’s scientific 
community does not and cannot produce any fundamentally new and 
original results, (66) 
There is more or less open anti-semitism everywhere in the Soviet scientific 
establishment. Popovsky cites case after case of this flagrant discrimination 
(pp. 135ff and throughout the book). However, Soviet policy “lurches from side 
to side” (140), and when Jews with certain qualifications are needed, the 
unwritten law of anti-semitism is temporarily set aside so they may be 
employed. 

The entire system is the outworking of intentional and conscious limitation 
of human creativity. Over and over again Popovsky points out that sheer 
material well-being (which is offered obedient scientists in the form of excel- 
lent salaries and high prestige) is not sufficient as a motivating power and 
reward to human beings dedicating themselves to scientific research (broadly 
speaking — Popovsky includes here the humanities and social sciences). One 
is struck not so much by the inefficiency of the system but by its tragic 
stultification of human persons made into emotional and intellectual cripples. 
The inefficiency is simply the symptom of the underlying emasculation of men 
needing more than bread alone to live truly. Thus, when seen from the Biblical 
creation perspective, men, meant by God their Creator to be fruitful, to mul- 
tiply, to replenish and have dominion over the earth, are made (in Popovsky's 
words cited earlier) into “eunuchs incapable of creative effort” by the foremost 
atheist, evolutionist-materialist system of our time. Perhaps no greater con- 
demnation here on earth, in the affairs of men in temporal history, is 
conceivable. 

The book is well written, and the translation is smooth. The notes are 
interesting and helpful, and the numerous photographs of persons mentioned 
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in the text contribute to the narrative. Recommended highly as corroboration of 
Solzhenitsyn’s many poignant warnings and historical investigations, and may 
open the eyes of some American intellectuals ignorantly inclining towards 
Communism. 


— Reviewed by Ellen Myers 


Paul Kurtz, In Defense of Secular Humanism. Prometheus Books, 700 East 
Amherst Street, Buffalo, NY 14215, 1983. 273 pages, Cloth $16.95, Paper 
$8.95. 

Paul Kurtz drafted Humanist Manifesto I! and is a leading national spokes- 
person for secular humanism. He is also professor of philosophy at the State 
University of New York at Buffalo, and editor of both The Humanist and Free 
Inquiry. The present volume is a compilation of twenty-seven essays reflecting 
a thirty-year involvement of the author with humanism, plus a reprint of an 
interview with the author by Reason Magazine, an organ of the American 
Libertarian Party of which Dr. Kurtz is an adherent. The essays fall into five 
major parts: |. Responding to the Critics’ Il. The Ethical Principles of Human- 
ism; Ill Humanism and Religion; IV. Science and the Paranormal; V. the inter- 
view with Reason. 

While there is naturally some overlap, the entire book is well worth reading. 
It is written dispassionately and in a clear, easily understandable style. In 
addition, the author does not hesitate to express agreement with his adversar- 
ies when such is the case. For instance, in the first chapter, “Defending 
Humanism Against Its Fundamentalist Critics,” Dr. Kurtz writes that 

(a)lthough much of what they (the Moral Majority) say is basically 
mistaken, it seems to me that they are concerned about many things 
that we should be concerned about: for example, the breakdown of the 
family in American life. . . .excessive promiscuity, pornography, and the 
increased use of drugs — as we are too.. . . Or again, the Moral Majority 
is concerned about the heavy tax burden. This concern is shared by 
many humanists who as taxpayers are troubled about the growth of 
government spending and “bracket creep” (p. 5). 

The reader soon becomes alert to the fact that not all humanists agree on all 
points. Specifically, not all humanists are Marxists or socialists. Thus, Dr. Kurtz 
himself is “equally (as is the Moral Majority) concerned about the decline of 
Western democracy on the world scene and want(s) to restore the American 
position as a bulwark against totalitarianism” (p. 5). This position is due to Dr. 
Kurtz's primary commitment to individual liberty, expressed many times 
throughout his book. In view of this position, however, Dr. Kurtz's defense of 
secular humanism can be accepted as representing the whole spectrum of 
secular humanism only with reservations. 

In his interview with Reason Dr. Kurtz outlines his political views as follows: 
At the moment | am a libertarian democratic secular humanist . . . At 
one time | was a democratic socialist. In the thirties and particularly the 
forties, the influence of Marx was very strong. But. . . it seems to me 
that Marxism is based on a basic fallacy about the nature of man and the 
nature of the good society... . . mow believe that economic freedom is an 
essential condition of the good society. That's why I'ma libertarian, or a 
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modified libertarian. . . . political freedom is not enough without eco- 

nomic freedom, in my view. And surely we have empirical evidence from 

the past sixty or seventy years that, where a society abandons economic 
liberty, where there is a monopoly not only of political power but of 

economic power, there you have no freedom. (pp. 266-267) 

Referring to the creation/evolution issue, Dr. Kurtz states in the same 
interview that he would like to see origins taught on the basis of peer review of 
teachers and scientists; that he is “disturbed about vigilante parents’ groups or 
the use of the state to compel scientists to use certain textbooks and... 
curriculum,“ would not object to “creationism being taughtin a history of ideas 
or a history course” and that “Darwin‘s explanations of how evolution 
occurred are open to criticism.” (p. 267). He accuses ‘the fundamentalist 
right” of wanting “to use the legislature to dictate to the schools” (p. 267). 
Actually not all creationists believe in legislation-mandated teaching of crea- 
tion models. The CSSHS, for example, disagrees with this approach. On the 
other hand, all biblically-oriented creationists are agreed that parents have the 
primary responsibility for the education of their children, and must therefore be 
continually vigilant to what is being taught in their children’s schools. As 
citizens and taxpayers, too, Bible-believing parents should not be denied their 
tight of input to state or national legislatures, school boards and textbook 
advisory committees. His use of the term “vigilante parents’ groups” is one of 
the author's few lapses into unfruitful polemics. Finally, it would seem that all 
of us including Dr. Kurtz should be agreed that the deliberate exclusion of 
known scientific evidences against Darwinian or other models of evolution 
from school and college classrooms must be opposed by us all on the very 
grounds Dr. Kurtz cherishes, namely, “the process of free inquiry within the 
sciences” (p. 267). This deliberate exclusion amounts to censorship. The 
scissoring-out of Ron Brady's article on natural selection in the December 
1979 issue of Systematic Zoology by the evolutionist head of the biology 
department at an Ivy League college, and done so that students would not be 
able to read that article, reported by Norman Macbeth (not a creationist) in 
Towards Magazine (Spring 1982 issue), is a case in point. To teach origins 
while keeping oneself and one’s students ignorant of the most recent devel- 
opments in science hostile to the Darwinian evolutionist models — that is, 
simply not becoming informed about them — is also a form of obscurantism. 
Mercifully such practices always backfire eventually (creationists, of course, 
must remember this too). 

Dr. Kurtz portrays fundamentalists as very powerful in the news media and 
public life. He believes that during the last twenty or thirty years biblical 
preachers have had a “virtual monopoly . . . in expressing their point of view 
without any major challenges to their premises” (p. 10). This must appear 
simply incredible to fundamentalist Bible believers, but nevertheless Dr. Kurtz 
sincerely believes that humanist influence has not been extensive enough (p. 
10). He sees a “dangerous development” in fundamentalists’ having 

learned how to control the electronic media . . . they have developed 

effective fund raising techniques, which enable them to acquire enor- 

mous sums of money to get their point of view across to the public and 
help elect or defeat politicians. The fundamentalist right is thus poten- 

tially dangerous. (p. 12) 

Yet Dr. Kurtz also writes elsewhere that “(h)umanism has had a remarkable 
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resurgence in recent decades. Its critique of classical religion has been very 
effective. . .Asaresult, large numbers of educated people. . .are humanist in 
outlook and belief” (p. 63). Probably the reason for the contradiction between 
these two assessments lies in the dates when they were made. The one 
expressing alarm about the fundamentalists comes from October 1981, while 
the one showing satisfaction with humanist progress comes from 1968. 
Fundamentalists — or adherents of “classical religion’ — of course do not 
believe things have changed for the better for them in respect to public visibility 
and power between 1968 and 1981. 

There is an ever-implicit and essential disagreement between Dr. Kurtz and 
“classical” Christians (Dr. Kurtz deserves thanks for this term as it can cover all 
orthodox Christian believers including, for example, the Anglican C.S. Lewis, 
Catholics like Dr. William Marra or Vincent Miceli, or Eastern Orthodox like 
Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn who are not “fundamentalists” in the American Bible- 
belt sense). Classical Christians believe that fellowship with the God of the 
Bible, established by redemption from sin in Christ, is the highest good. Dr. 
Kurtz would list personal, moral freedom (e.g. p. 271) and tolerance as the 
highest humanist virtues. Classical Christians see the highest ethical law in 
the love of God and neighbor — not acontentless love or.""empathy” but a love 
which is the fulfillment of God's law (Romans 13:8-10). For classical Christians 
human government is needed to administer God's law (Romans 13:1-8). Dr. 
Kurtz has little if anything to say about human government (true to libertarian 
principles). He would obey man’s own reason freely and morally exercised; 
classical Christians would obey God's revelation and believe in man’s account- 
ability to God in light of that revelation. Dr. Kurtz repeatedly argues that a 
secular humanist ethics can be constructed without reference to religion or 
God (see Part Il, especially chapters 11 and 12, and in particular page 111 for 
his list of facts relevant to ethical decision-making). This reviewer has at- 
tempted to answer similar presuppositions in her paper “Why Be Moral?” 
(CSSH Quarterly, Vol.1V, No. 1, Fall 1981), and in part of her paper “Presenting 
the Biblical Creation Position on the Secular Campus’ (still available in reprint 
form from CSSHS). The most serious objection to attempts to deduce an ethics 
from empirical facts is the philosophical principle known as “Hume's Gap” 
—one simply cannot deduce an “ought” from an “is.” If one could — why do 
secular humanists then disagree among themselves? Can the precept of free 
inquiry itself be established by empirical facts — or does it not rather precede 
them? All this has been the subject of countless philosophical debates; suffice 
it to say that both the subjects of epistemology and of human experience are 
perennial problems to philosophers. 

One of the most thoughtful papers in the collection is the brief essay “Is 
Secular Humanism a Positive Alternative?” Here we read (as we also do 
throughout Part IV on “Science and the Paranormal’), that humanists have 
been “critical of the claims of the paranormal (astrology, UFOlogy, psychic 
phenomena)" (p. 27); that “(h)umanism is not to be equated with irresponsible 
hedonism" (p. 28); and that its “‘ideal is to consider humanity as a whole” (p. 
28). We read that humanists “believe both in the separation of church and 
state and in the neutrality of the schools” (p. 28), and this is why they agree 
with the teaching of values clarification or “moral education” in the (public) 
schools. Apparently Dr. Kurtz sincerely believes that one can be truly neutral in 
teaching “moral development.” The classical Christian, on the other hand, 
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denies that neutrality can exist at any time on the part of anyone, because we 
all have certain stated or unstated presuppositions and assumptions from 
which we reason and act (cf. Matthew 12:30). This is recognized in scientific 
research in the social sciences: when, for example, opinion poll questionnaires 
are prepared, the underlying assumptions on which the questions are devised 
are considered very important. It is also recognized by certain philosophers of 
science. 

After describing the basic beliefs of humanism, Dr. Kurtz asks whether it can 
“provide sufficient inspiration for. . . those seeking purpose in life, for average 
people who hunger for a deeper meaning to human experience? .. . the 
ultimate test of a philosophical perspective is its relevance to. . . the concrete 
experiences of human beings as they are lived” (p. 29). He then states — and 
his honesty does him honor — that 

| have no easy answers about whether secular humanism .. . will 

eventually succeed in fashioning symbols and ideals that can inspire 

commitment and dedication in the ordinary person. Yet it is a decisive 

challenge. (p. 29) 
This theme is taken up also in “The Crisis in Humanism” (pp. 130-139). Here 
certain victories of humanism are reported, followed by the author's call “for 
the creation of a new and intelligent morality, which is truly responsive to the 
present condition of human civilization” because “(t)he test of humanism in 
the last analysis and by its own terms is. . . how it works out in practice” (p. 
139). Again no concrete proposals or answers are given. The problem is raised 
again in “The Future of the Humanist Movement” (pp. 177-189). Here we find 
along list of humanist values and principles dear to Dr. Kurtz and, pres mably, 
libertarian secular humanists which includes 

— a commitment to free inquiry and the open mind; 

—a belief in the courage to live without fear or trembling; 

— a confidence in the power of human creativeness, inventiveness, 

achievement; 

— constant efforts to improve the human condition . . .; 

— respect for the rights of others; 

— dedication to the preciousness and dignity of the individual . . .; 

— Cultivation of happiness and the full life; 

— emphasis on love, shared experience, human joy; 

— tolerance of other points of view and styles of life; 

— social justice and humanitarian help; 

. the ideal of a world community; 

— an emphasis on compromise and negotiation of differences; 

— belief in a free, open, pluralistic, and democratic society. (p. 185) 
This list might have been enunciated by eighteenth century rationalist Enlight- 
enment philosophes, or by nineteenth century classical liberals. World Wars | 
and Il, the Holocaust and the Gulag Archipelago might never have happened 
and never have shown the dark side of human nature to which human reason 
played the handmaiden. For implicit in all the above slogans, noble as they may 
sound, is the assumption that man is perfectible by man’s free inquiry and the 
open mind. How to make good man’s will which precedes and uses reason (for 
reason is man’s tool, not his master) is not addressed. The problem with the 
program is that it is altogether cerebral, addressing man’s brain, not his heart. 
This reviewer, once herself a secular humanist of sorts, can only attest with St. 
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Augustine that “our hearts are restless, till we rest in Thee (God in Christ).”’ If 
the test of a belief system is whether it can provide sufficient inspiration for 
those seeking purpose in life, for average people who hunger for a deeper 
meaning to human experience, then belief in God and Christ passes that test 
gloriously, attested to by this reviewer's life (Christ rescued her from suicide) 
and the lives of countless other men and women through recorded history, 
some not so average (for example, the French philosopher-scientist Blaise 
Pascal). 

Dr. Kurtz predicts that humanism and theism “will continue to exist side by 
side. We have no guarantee that a thoroughly secular and scientific morality 
will make appreciable and lasting headway” (p. 198). In view of the fact that 
Christianity is strongly resurgent in the Soviet Union today after almost sev- 
enty years of savage suppression by force, prison, mass murder, confinement 
in psychiatric wards and taking away Christian parents’ children (all of which 
Dr. Kurtz would sincerely deplore), this seems a reasonable prognosis. 

Asa defense of secular humanism this book will doubtless please libertarian 
secular humanists, but meet with reservations by more or less Marxist human- 
ists. It will also fail to appeal to many who also claim to be humanists and even 
secular humanists (rejecting belief in a deity but instead believing in “forces") 
in the presently burgeoning ‘‘new age” or “human potential’ movement 
because of the author's critique of the “paranormal.” Existential humanists 
will also take exception to parts of the author's presentation. Classical Chris- 
tians, of course, cannot help but remain unconvinced by secular humanist 
arguments, even when presented as generally evenhandedly as by Dr. Kurtz. 

Having in the past engaged in sincere and prolonged dialogues with scho- 
larly secular humanists resembling Dr. Kurtz, this reviewer cannot help but 
regret anew that when all has been said, there is absolutely no point of 
fundamental agreement between classical Christians and secular humanists, 
much as we might love and respect those whom we know personally as 
decent, honest, sincere, intelligent individuals. Even surface agreements we 
might reach now and then always dissolve sooner or later as they are always 
based upon diametrically opposite root principles. The abyss between those 
reasoning from the starting point of supposedly autonomous man (and in 
practice, themselves), and those reasoning from the starting point of the God of 
the Bible Whom they personally know (John 17:3) is too deep and wide. It can 
be bridged only by God's own grace, in answer to prayer. Dr. Kurtz is in my 
prayers. 


— Reviewed by Ellen Myers 


Editor’s Note: 
The following letter was received from Dr. Kurtz in response to our sending 
him an advance copy of the foregoing review: 


Ellen Myers May 8, 1984 
C.S.S.H.S. 

1429 N. Holyoke 

Wichita, Kansas 67208 


Dear Mrs. Myers: 
May | thank you for your letter of May 1st and the copy of your forthcoming 
book review. | appreciate your letting me see an advanced copy. There is one 
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minor factual correction. !am the former editor of The Humanist magazine (line 
Sieenics as | am now briefly engaged in another book, | will be unable to 
accept your kind offer to respond in the same issue. | am also appreciative of 
your thoughtful review. I very much hope that humanists and Christians might 
engage in fruitful dialogue in the future. Many of us are attempting to sponsor 
a fundamentalist-evangelical/humanist dialogue. We hope that you and your 
society will become involved. 


Sincerely yours, 


Paul Kurtz 

c/o Free Inquiry 

Box 5, Central Park Station 
Buffalo, NY 14215-0005 
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Clip and mail to: CREATION SOCIAL SCIENCE 
AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 
1429 N. Holyoke 
Wichita, Kansas 67208 


Enclosed is my payment of $12* for Sustaining Membership dues. | sub- 
scribe to the Creation Social Science and Humanities Society's Statement 
of Belief: 

1. The Bible is the written Word of God. It is inspired and inerrant throughout. 
Its assertions are historically and scientifically true in all the original auto- 
graphs. To the student of the social sciences and humanities this means 
that the account of origins in Genesis is a factual presentation of simple 
historical truths. 

2. All basic types of living things, including man, were made by direct creative 
acts of God during the Creation Week described in Genesis. Whatever 
biological changes have occurred since Creation Week have accomplished 
only changes within the original created kinds. 

3. The great Flood described in Genesis, commonly referred to as the Noa- 
chian Flood, was an historic event worldwide in its extent and effect. 

4. We are an organization of Christian men and women who accept Jesus 
Christ as our Lord and Saviour. The account of the special creation of Adam 
and Eve as one man and woman in the image of God and their subsequent 
fall into sin is the basis for our belief in the necessity of a Saviour for all 
mankind. Therefore, salvation can come only through accepting Jesus 
Christ as our Saviour. 


Date: 

Signature: 

Address: 

CO ——————— State = ZIP 
*($13 U.S. if you reside outside the USA). 


O Enclosed is non-member subscription fee of $14 (foreign, $15 U.S.) for one 
year’s subscription to the CSSH Quarterly (to run through September 
1985). 

Mail to: 


Name 

Address. 

City 

State ee Zip 
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